REMARKS 



This Aineiidinent is responsive to tlie Office Action mailed May 13, 2008, and is filed 
conciuTeiitly witli the fees for a three month extension of time and a Request for Continued 
Examination (RCE) (Large Entity). 

In the Final Office Action, claims 146 and 82-90 were rejected imder 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being luipatentable over Ngiiyen* ("Nguyen**) in view of ("Takeshima") and in view of Tanaka 
("Tanaka"). Reconsideration ajid wididrawal of tliese rejections are hereby respectfiilly requested. 

The OflQce, in die rejection of the independent claims, repeatedly states tliat 

'Takesbiina teaches executable software compoaents (cooteots) are 
associated with identical ideutifiei^s aiid are signed with identical PKI 
certificates [Fig. 9, CoL 6, lines 17-31]," 



However, that is not the case. Takesliiina does not teach tliat 

"... ideptical executable software components in different ones of the 
plurality of garaiDg machines of the network connected gaming system are 
associated with identical identifiers and are signed with identical PKI 
certificates,**" (Underlining for emphasis only) 



. .. as claimed in claim 1, but instead expressly teaches tliat content IDs ai'e never re-iised 
and aie assigned only once: 

^'When the unit that manages registration information 45B i^ceives a 
request for registering content, its additional function is to create a new 
entry in the registration database 45B and assign a content ID 3125 that is 
not in use to the content. '^ (Underlining ror emphasis) Takeshima CoL 12, 
tines 52-57. 



Content IDs, in Takeshima, tlierefore, aie used only once^, individually for each content. 
Hiis is emphasized fiirtlier in Takeshima, at Col. 14, lines 8-10: 
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"The content registi ntiou server, master 50A checks the content verification 
result returned (S507). If there is no problem (for example, the program 
does not include viruses, or the program does not use functions of low 
security), the unit that mau?iges registiation information 46B assigns an 
content ID 3125 that is not in use (o the content (S510) " (Underlining for 
emphasis) 



There is no teaching in Takeshima that a same identifier (what tlie Office analogizes to 
tlie content IDs) is associated with different instances of the same executable content on different 
gaining machines, as claimed herein. In fact, Takeshima, as developed above, specifically states 
tliat content IDs tliat have akeady been used for content may not be re-used. 

The Office makes a similai* statement witli regaid to Tanaka: 

Tanaka teaches: identical executable software components 
(content) in different ones of the plurality of gaming machines 
(users/devices) of the network connected gaming system are 
associated with identical identifiers and are signed with identical 
PKI certificates, such that non-identical executable software 
components in different ones of the plurality of gaming machines 
are associated with separate and different identifiers and are 
signed with separate and different PKI certificates, and such that 
no two non-identical executable software components in different 
gaming machines are signed with a same PKI certificate [Fig. 26, 
22, 5, paragraph 0177 i.e. each identical content {content 1, 
content 2....) has identical content ID which is associated with 
identical signature/certificate and is distributed to plurality of 
users/devices (user 1, user 2... )]. 



The referenced paragraph [0177] is reproduced below: 

[0177] In the example of FIG. 22, a license category 1 is 
shown covering the genre of jazz and a h'ccnsc category 2 
tbe genre of rock and rolh The license category 1 is matched 
with contents 1 and 2 which have a license ID of 1 each and 
which arc distributed lo users 1, 2 and 3. The license 
category 2 comprises contents 3, 4 and 5 which having a 
license ID of 2 each and which are provided to tbe users 1 
and 3. 
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Ill tlie passage above, tlie license categories 1, 2 (Jazz, Rock and roll, respectively) cannot 



be the claimed content ID, as claim 1 specifically requires tliat tlie 

"wherein each different executable sofhvare coinpoiient withiu each gaining 
inacbine ... is uniquely associated with a unique identifier and is signed with 
a separate and unique PKI certificate, the sepai*ate and unique PKI 
certificate being uniquely identified at least by the unique identifier" 



Therefore, tlie license categories do not and cannot fiuictiou to uniquely identify tlie 
separate and imique PKI certificates, as required by claim 1. 

This leaves the Tanaka's license ID as corresponding to tlie claimed content ID. However, 
tliat analogy fails also, as Taiiaka*s license ID of 1 conesponds to the license category 1; namely, 
Jazz. Indeed, Taiiaka states tliat "The license categoiy 1 is matched with contents 1 and 2 which 
have a license ID of 1 each and which are distributed to users 1, 2 and 3.'* This simply means tliat 
users 1, 2 and 3 are assigned a hcense ID of 1, wliich coiresponds to tlie Jazz license categoiy. 
Even more simply put, users L 2 and 3 have a license to play Jazz music. Tlie applied 
combination, therefore, does not provide any teaching or suggestion to tlie person of ordinaiy skill 
in the art, even if such person were to be in flill possession of the teachings Nguyen (which tlie 
OfiBce acknowledges does not teach tlie claimed embodiment), Takesliima (which teaches tliat 
content IDs may not be re-used) and/or Tanaka (which teaches licenses having license IDs for 
different genres of music), to develop a method in which ... 

"... identical executable sofhvare components in different ones of the 
plurality of gRining machines of the network connected gnming system are 
associated with identicsil identifiers and are signed with identical PKI- 
certificates, such that uou-ideDtical executable software components in 
different ones of the plurality of gaming machines are associated with 
separate and different identifiers and are signed with separate and different 
PKI certificates* and such that no two non-identical executable sofiware 
components in different gaming machines ai*e signed with a same PKI 
certificate.*' 
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Respectfully, the applied references do not actually teach what the Office says tliat tliey do. 
For example, tlie Office has not. pointed to a single teaching or suggestion in the applied 
combination wherein identical software components in different gaining machines are associated 
with identical identifiers and are signed with identical PKI ceitificates, as required by the claim, as 
demonstrated above. 

Reconsideration and witlidi'awal of die § 103(a) rejection applied to claim 1 and its 
dependent claims are, tlierefore, respectfiJly requested. 

Claims 17-25 were rejected as being impatentable over 'the Nguyen-Takesliima-Tanaka 
combination above, and fiulher in view of Rabin et al. Reconsideration and witlidiwal of these 
rejections are hereby respectfully requested. 

Claim 17 recites: 



code siguing each executable sofhvare component subject to receiving 
certification with its i^spective separate and unique PKI ceilificate, eacli 
respective PKI certificate being uniquely ideotified at least by a unique 
identifier that is uniquely associated with the executable software 
component such that identical executable sofhvare components in different 
ones of the plurality of gaming machines of the network connected gaming 
system are associated with identical identifiers and are code signed with 
identical PKI certificates, such that non-idenfical executable sofhvare 
components in different ones of the plurality of gaming machines are 
associated with separate and different identiHers and are code signed \vith 
separate and different PKI certificates and such that no two non-identical 
executable software components in different gaming machines are code 
signed with a same PKI certificate, and 



... which recitations have been amply distinguished from the Ngwyen-Takeslnina-Tanaka 
combination above. The arguments above are expressly incorporated herein as if repeated here in 
flill. 
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Claim 17, as amended, continues: 

coofiguriDg a software restrictioD policy certificate rule for eacli of tlie 
plurality of executable software componeuts and enforcing e»cb of the 
software restriction policy certificate rules to allow execution of onfy those 
executable software components whose code signed PKI certificate is 
determined to be autboiized. 

Rabin et al., in contrast, teaches a single Supemsoiy Program 209 in the User Device (see 
Fig. 4). This single SupeiA^isoiy Progi'am 209 is tasked witli perfomiing call ups whenever a user 
attempts to use any one of a plm-ality of instances of softwaie 1 1 1-1 14. In direct contrast, claim 17 
now requires that a softwai'e restriction policy certificate rule be configiued for each executable 
software component, whicli is contrail to tlie teachings of Rabin et al 

Claim 17 and its dependent claims, therefore, cannot be said to be somehow tauglit or 
suggested by tlie four-way combination, when none of the references, taken alone or in 
combhiation, teacli or suggest eitlier of main clauses of the claim - identical PKI certificates for 
identical softwaie components across gaining machines and separate software restriction policy 
certificate mles for each executable software components. 

Claims 20 and 22 aie believed to be allowable for similai' reasons. Rather than repeating 
tlie arguments advanced relative to claim 17, tliey are expressly incoiporate herein by reference, as 
if repeated here in fiill. 

Claim 22, moreover, includes the recitation: 

coQfiguriDg a path software I'estrictiou polic>' to prevent unautborized 
software corapooeuts ft-om executing; 

configuriug a patb softwai'e i^strictiou policy to preveot aoo-explicitly 
authorized softwai^ compoueots Itom executing; 
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eufordug the path softwsire restiiction policies. 

The OflQce has not identified aiiy teaching or suggestion in tlie applied combination tliat 
would lead one or ordinary skill in the art to configiue or enforce patli software restriction policies 
(alone or in addition to tlie claimed software restriction policies) in a gaming macliine. It is 
respectflUly submitted tliat repeated blanket statements that tlie claims "include limitations that are 
similar to limitations in claim 17" provide an insufficient factual or legal basis for rejecting 
independent claims tliat include independently patentable subject matter. 

Claim 24 also includes recitations drawn to identical PKI certificates for identical software 
components across gaining machines, and is believed to be allowable of tlie applied ail for the 
reasons developed above. In addition, however, claim 24 recites: 

code signing each software component subject to receive ceitificatioo with 
its I'espective separate and unique PKI certificate; 

cooHguriug a cei-fificate software restriction policy for each of the 
respective separate and unique PKI cet*tiiicates, and 

enforcing the certificate software restriction policy for each of tlie 
respective separate and unique PKI ceitificates. 

... wliicli is not taught or disclosed in the applied Ngiiyen-Takesliiina-Taiiaka combination 
and/or in Rabin et al., which discloses tliat each user device includes a single Supeivisory Piogiain 
perfomis all of the call-ups necessaiy to check die vahdity of instances of software. The applied 

combination of references, therefore, caimot be said to teach or to suggest the subject matter of 
claim 24 as well. 

Claim 25 was also rejected as including ''similar limitations'* as claim 17. This, however, is 
not tlie case, as claim 25 includes not only recitations drawn to identical PKI certificates for 
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identical software components across gaming macliines, but also includes the following recitations 



packaging the code signed aufborized softwai^e compoDents into an 
iostallalion package; 

coufiguilng install policies to install each code signed authorized 
executable software componeut contained in the lustaHation package; 

couiiguring certificate rule policies to allow execution of the installed 
code signed authoiized executable software component; 

configuring enforcement of the policies." 

... wliicli ai'e nowhere found in claim 17. It is respectfiilly submitted to tlie Office tliat as 
sucli, claim 25 was and remains entitled to a fiill and complete examination on the merits, and not 
simply dismissed as being similar to some other previously examined claim. Specifically, claim 25 
calls for packaging code signed softwaie into installation packages, configiuing install AND 
execution policies for each executable component in tlie installation package, and configuring the 
enforcement of tlie install AND certificate rule policies. The apphed combination does not teach 
or suggest any such steps. As such claim 25 and its dependent claims are beheved to be allowable 
over the applied ait. 

Lastly, independent claim 82 was also dismissed as including limitations "similar to 
limitations of claim 1". However, that is most assuredly not the case. For example, claim 1 makes 
no mention of 

a refei eace platfoim repiYisentative of a target network connected gaming 
system and compilsing a softwai^-building environaieiit located at a 
uiaaufaclui^r or snbcontractor of the softwaie components; 

Claim 1 also makes no reference to 
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a cedificnfiou pl$)tforin located at a regulatoiy cei-tiHcatiou authority, the 
ceitificatiQu platforin being substantially ideatical to the reference 
platform, and 



... nor does claim 1 include aiiy limitations diawn to 

a secure conunuaication link bet^veen the reference platfoim and the 

certification platform for enabling manufacturer or designated 
subcontractors to remotely configure the software building envii^oument on 
the certificatioQ platforin. 

... as currently amended claim 82 now recites. The applied combination of references do 
not teach or suggest an^ reference or certification platfoiins that are coupled via a secure 
commimication link to enable tlie inajuifactiner to remotely configine tlie software building 
enviroimient on the certification platfom^. As such, claim 82 and its dependent claims ai'e believed 
to be allowable over the art of record. Reconsideration and withdrawal of tlie 35 USC § 103(a) 
rejections applied to the claims are, therefore, respectfiilly requested. 

Applicants' attorney believes tliat tlie present apphcation is now in condition for an early 
allowance and passage to issue. If any unresolved issues remain, the Examiner is respectfiilly 
invited to contact tlie imdersigned attorney of record at the telephone niunber indicated below, and 
whatever is required will be done at once. 



Respectfiilly submitted. 



Date: 



November 13,2008 



By: 




Alan W. Yoimg 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 37,970 



YOUNG LAW FIRM, P.C. 
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4370 Alpine Rd., Ste. 106 
Poitola Valley, CA 94028 
Tel.: (650)851-7210 
Fax: (650)851-7232 
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